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AMONGTHE M A N Y  FACETS of urban education 
are off-campus units. These are institutions which are under the spon- 
sorship of, and bear the name of, a larger college or university lo- 
cated elsewhere and which offer at least a two-year undergraduate 
liberal arts curriculum to full-time day students. The term “off-campus 
unit” has been used in preference to “extension campus,” to avoid the 
connotation of service to part-time students. In some cases, indepen- 
dent institutions have been absorbed for financial or administrative 
reasons; in others, they have been created anew. While many of these 
are rural schools, the majority have been set up in urban areas. Their 
purpose may be to siphon off students from an overcrowded main 
campus or to provide an inexpensive, quality education for those who 
cannot afford to leave the urban environment for their college work. 
This type of institution is not new: Texas Western, part of the Uni- 
versity of Texas, and the University of California at Los Angeles were 
both made branches in 1919. Most others have come into being since 
World War 11, with at least three opening their doors in 1946 and 
1947 to serve the pressing needs of veterans. The numbers of these 
off-campus units are still increasing, with one or two new ones being 
established almost every year. 
A questionnaire was sent to twenty-four libraries which appeared, 
from information given in the American Library Directory (2nd edi- 
tion, 1960) and American Universities and Colleges (11th edition, 
1960) to be branches with some dependence upon a main library else- 
where. Obviously independent institutions, such as the various units 
of the State University of New York and the University of California, 
were omitted. Also omitted were those separate campuses located in 
the same city as the parent school, such as the New York University 
library system. A surprising response was received from 18 libraries, 
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Those institutions which were questioned included 19 state-sup- 
ported, 3 Catholic, and 2 private institutions. Two were in the South- 
west, 5 in the South, 10 in the Midwest, and 7 in the Northeast. Fewer 
than half of the respondents offered a four-year curriculum; the re- 
mainder offered only the first two years of college instruction. One 
noteworthy exception was the new University of Michigan Dearborn 
Center, which was established to serve students in the final two years 
of college. This system could pose some interesting problems in ac- 
quiring books for the new library; perhaps they will have to run 
before they can walk. Surprisingly, half of these schools also provided 
some graduate courses, with many of them offering full programs for 
graduate degrees. 
The sizes of these schools varied considerably. The lowest figure 
given for full-time equivalent undergraduate enrollment during 1960- 
61 was 106 at the George Mason College of the University of Vir- 
ginia; 9 schools enrolled over a thousand undergraduates, and the 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee was the largest with 5,300. 
The University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee had also the largest li-
brary with 135,000 volumes. Six others had 45,000 volumes or more in 
their collections. None of these could really be considered a research 
library, although several definitely appear to be moving in that di- 
rection. The University of Louisiana at New Orleans, already over the 
100,000-volume mark, added nearly 40,000 volumes a year to its col- 
lection. Five others added 10,OOO or more volumes. Only three, where 
the student body was small, reported adding fewer than 1,000 volumes 
a year. 
Important to the off-campus unit, and to the degree of dependence 
upon the main library, is the distance involved. The greatest distance 
was at the University of Nevada where the Southern Regional Di- 
vision at Las Vegas is located 501) miles from the main campus at 
Reno; 165 miles separate the Duluth campus of the University of 
Minnesota and its parent institution. The shortest distance was about 
10 miles between Seton Hall University College of Newark and the 
South Orange campus. Twelve others ranged from 25 to 95 miles be- 
tween campuses. 
The results of the survey indicated that some of the 18 off-campus 
units were no less independent than the University of California and 
the State University of New York and had little communication with 
the main institutions. This administrative independence naturally af- 
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fected library policies. Ten of the libraries sent their annual reports 
to a local administrative officer, 3 to both a local person and the head 
librarian at the main campus, and 5, including the University of Con- 
necticut at Waterbury, University of Kentucky at Ashland, the East 
St. Louis campus of Southern Illinois University, Seton Hall in New- 
ark, and the University of Illinois at Chicago, reported only to the 
head librarian. Those libraries which were subject to local juris- 
diction tended to maintain their independence in most aspects. Most 
of the larger off-campus libraries were autonomous, although it might 
be assumed that some of their librarians would be in an ambiguous 
position between the head librarian on the main campus and the off- 
campus administration. Only two libraries, the University of Maine at 
Portland and the George Mason College of the University of Virginia, 
mentioned any conflicts, and these were apparently between persons 
on the local campus. The administrative lines seem to be pretty clearly 
defined in most cases. 
The East St. Louis campus of Southern Illinois University, and 
possibly some of the branches of Seton Hall, seemed to have the only 
libraries where their status as such a unit affected the acquisition 
policies. In all other cases, the librarian reported complete indepen- 
dence of the main library in book selection. In some cases, such as 
the University of Nevada at Las Vegas which is such a great distance 
from the Reno campus, or the Dearborn Center of the University of 
Michigan, which at present contains only about 16,000 volumes when 
the library system at Ann Arbor is rapidly approaching the three 
million mark, it is obviously ridiculous to discuss an acquisition policy 
which would attempt to limit duplication between the two libraries. 
If, however, the distance between the two institutions is short enough 
to make a 24- or 48-hour delivery service feasible, and the budget 
of the off-campus unit is large enough to permit the purchase of 
expensive and infrequently used items, more consideration might be 
given to assigning subject areas for specialization between the parent 
library and its offspring. The establishment of policy concerning which 
types of material, such as documents, etc., should not be duplicated 
in the university might also mean a richer collection for the univer- 
sity. Faculty and students might not be willing to go along with such 
a policy, but an efficient mail service, plus a union catalog in some 
form on all campuses within a system, might lessen their sacrifices, 
and a noticeable increase in the total number of titles as opposed to 
the mere increase in volumes available to them might make these 
sacrifices worthwhile. 
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Any library in an off-campus unit faces the decision of independent 
or dependent development early in its existence. In cataloging as 
well as in acquisition, the independent policy has had widespread 
and apparently unquestioned acceptance. Again, only Seton Hall and 
the East St. Louis center of Southern Illinois University had all their 
cataloging done at the main library. The Altoona campus of Pennsyl-
vania State University did report some cataloging done at the main 
campus. Most off-campus units, regardless of size, do all their own 
cataloging. The reasons given for doing this fell primarily into one 
of two categories, time and local control. The idea that decentralized 
cataloging saved time presumably meant that it took less time for the 
book to arrive on the shelves of the library off campus, not that staff 
time was saved. 
Possibly some of these libraries, especially those relatively close to 
the main library, might do some studies to see just how much, if any, 
money could be saved by centralized cataloging. Delay in getting the 
book to the shelves can be cut to a minimum by having the books 
delivered from the publisher or wholesaler to the place where the 
cataloging is to be done and then having an efficient campus mail sys- 
tem deliver the books to the library concerned. A little delay in time 
should not be terribly important for most of the books needed in an 
academic library. Where it could loom large would be for the rela- 
tively few books ordered on a rush basis. Here a genuine sacrifice not 
worth a possible financial saving may be involved. 
The desirability of control so that cataloging can be adapted to 
local conditions also seemed important. This, too, can be a factor out- 
weighing any cost considerations. However, with cataloging costs 
rising, more and more college libraries are accepting Library of Con- 
gress without question, and changing their cards only in rare cases. 
Any library which has instituted this policy has already foregone 
tailor-made cataloging, The question of centralized versus decentral- 
ized cataloging has been argued in many other places, and recently 
summarized by M. F. Tauber.1 Most discussions have been in terms 
of nonacademic libraries or departmental libraries on university 
campuses, but much of what has been said would still apply to off- 
campus libraries. Tauber indicates the need for more tested facts. Cost 
studies might reveal that the saving would not be as great as one 
would suspect. However, centralized cataloging might presumably 
save more in an off-campus unit library where 80 to 95 per cent of the 
titles would also be cataloged for the main library. 
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Only ten of the libraries polled indicated that a union catalog con- 
taining at least main entry cards for books on both campuses was in 
existence. In all cases except that at East St. Louis, this union catalog 
was located on the main campus. While this is not at all surprising 
in terms of cost, certainly it is in terms of need. A union catalog at the 
branch would mean much more extra work than one at the main li-
brary, but in most cases, there should be considerably more interest 
at the branch in the main library’s holdings than the reverse. While 
the desire on the part of administrators to have a catalog for the 
holdings of the entire university available on the central campus is 
valid, it should be suggested that there is an equal off-campus need 
for such a reference tool. This is particularly true when the two li-
braries have, with mutual agreement, refrained from purchasing some 
items already in the system. Here, a union catalog becomes a key 
to university-wide resources which the off-campus unit has not the 
privilege, but the right, of using. The telephone is not an effective 
substitute since most searches end with the catalog and every step 
further tends to make the user lose heart. 
Most libraries permitted students and faculty of the off-campus 
unit to borrow directly from the main library if they could get there. 
One institution even provided transportation. Most also would re- 
quest that the main library send books for the borrowers’ use. But 
some seemed to depend upon interlibrary loan from other institutions 
in preference to the parent library. Those using the main library were 
frequently able to fill requests in 2 or 3 days. Others took as long as 
10 to 14 days. The average was 5 to 6 days. 
Although not asked specifically in the questionnaire, two libraries, 
the Dearborn Center of the University of Michigan and the Northern 
Center of the University of Kentucky, mentioned considerable reliance 
by faculty and students upon nearby public libraries. Others utilized 
university libraries in the area. The George Mason College of the Uni- 
versity of Virginia is fortunate enough to be a short distance from the 
Library of Congress. This is an emergency approach, but as a perma- 
nent solution it has serious defects. These libraries are not close enough 
to be reached between classes, and they cannot be set up  to serve 
the special needs of borrowers from other schools. Nor do most of 
these libraries feel they have a primary obligation to users from these 
off-campus units. Some, if they are overcrowded with their own public, 
may be annoyed by the presence of these students. 
This description has given an indication of what exists on a nation- 
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wide basis. Perhaps a detailed discussion of one system may be of 
value. The Rutgers University library system has been described else- 
where and a further dissection here may appear superfluous.2 It is 
hoped, however, that if the situation is viewed from the point of 
view of the off-campus unit, a contribution can be made. Further- 
more, the system has many unique facets, together with much that 
typifies an off-campus system. The study will be limited to the two 
libraries outside New Brunswick which serve the urban undergraduate 
schools in Camden and Newark, with emphasis upon the latter. These 
libraries have not been included in the survey results. 
Rutgers-The State University of New Jersey, has held that title for 
some of its divisions since 1917. In 1945, the designation was applied 
to the entire University, and the state became the principal means of 
support for the University. In  1946, the University of Newark was 
absorbed by the state and by Rutgers. In 1950, the College of South 
Jersey in Camden came into the fold. The divisions in Newark and 
Camden are integral parts of the University, with the various deans 
reporting directly to the Dean of Administration in New Brunswick. 
Yet each is a separate institution with a full-time undergraduate stu- 
dent body and a four-year curriculum, and, in addition, some grad- 
uate schools which are not found on the main campus. In  Newark, 
there are the Newark College of Arts and Sciences, the Graduate 
School of Business, the College of Nursing, the Colleg,: of Pharmacy, 
and the School of Law. All but the last two are served by the Newark 
Colleges Library, or, as it is otherwise called, the John Cotton Dana 
Library. In addition, the Graduate School of Social Work and the 
Graduate School of Library Service offer courses in Newark. The 
Graduate School of Arts and Sciences also offers courses and has its 
students working under faculty in Newark. 
The colleges in Newark, as part of the New York metropolitan area, 
willingly accept their role as urban schools. Almost all students com- 
mute, and in the future, dormitory facilities will be available only for 
the professional schools. No classes begin before 9 a.m., and despite 
great overcrowding, Saturday classes are ruled out because of the large 
number of students who find it necessary to work on Saturday. Each 
year the junior and senior classes are larger than the previous sopho- 
more and junior classes as a result of students transferring from other 
institutions chiefly for financial and geographic reasons. A new campus 
is being planned, and its site has been deliberately chosen with little 
to offer other than proximity to transportation and the downtown area. 
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There is a laudable determination on the part of faculty and adminis- 
tration to give a first-class education to students who cannot afford 
to live at a campus university, The situation in Camden, adjacent to 
Philadelphia, is similar but on a smaller scale. Equally dedicated to 
the commuting student, it is located near the heart of the city. There, 
the College of South Jersey, University College, the Graduate School 
of Education, the Graduate School of Social Work, and the South 
Jersey Law School give courses, the latter having its own library. 
The Dana Library in Newark has about 75,000 volumes to serve 
2,000 full-time students. In Camden 32,000 volumes serve slightly more 
than 700 full-time students. This figure compares with 700,000 vol-
umes in the main library serving roughly 8,OOO students. 
The University Librarian, who is the direct superior of both the 
off-campus libraries at Camden and Newark, is responsible for the 
allocation of the entire university book budget to these various units. 
This approach has a definite influence upon book selection policy. 
As these libraries fill in their undergraduate collection and, as is es- 
pecially true in Newark, attempt to acquire a few research materials 
for faculty and graduate students, the problem of duplication manifests 
itself. According to the Statistics for College and University Libraries 
for 1959-60, collected by the Princeton University Library, the entire 
Rutgers budget for books, periodicals, and binding ranks twenty-third 
among 42 members of the Association of Research Libraries. If statis-
tics were kept for titles added, the picture would be radically dif- 
ferent. With four general libraries to support, Rutgers has a very high 
rate of duplication in titles purchased. Duplication of purely under- 
graduate materials is not questioned. The purchase of duplicates of 
more specialized items, already located elsewhere in the system, is 
considered reluctantly on the part of the librarians. No systematic at- 
tempt is made to avoid duplication with other libraries; most order 
requests are not even screened to see if the books are located else- 
where, but the occasional specialized and expensive item may be 
checked and questioned either by the off-campus librarian or by the 
University Bibliographer in New Brunswick. When book funds come 
from the same source, this reluctance is a natural reaction. Equally 
natural is the reaction of the faculty member who wants the book 
at hand, not 30 miles away. 
University policy on promotions sets uniform standards of publi- 
cation in terms of quality and quantity throughout the university. 
University-wide departmental committees in some departments help 
[5471 
D O N A L D  L.  R Y A N  
to enforce the standards. The obvious question has then been raised: 
How can faculty at the off-campus units publish if the resources are 
not available to them? The answer, of course, has not been found, 
but some steps have been taken. An acquisition policy has been insti- 
tuted which specifies that bibliographic tools will be purchased in 
depth, so that people doing research will at least be able to identify 
what material exists. This policy which was influential in the decision 
to purchase the new British Museum Catalog of Printed Books for 
Newark has, so far, been inadequate. The faculty have attempted to 
solve their research problems by going to other libraries in the area 
or by making frequent trips to New Brunswick. Consequently, many 
faculty, even those conscientiously involved in research, do not make 
any use of their own library whatsoever. 
There is no cataloging or ordering done in Newark. Titles are 
searched and verified in Newark, then routed to New Brunswick where 
the final order form is processed, The books are received in New 
Brunswick where they are cataloged and labeled. The only processes 
performed in Newark are recording their arrival in the local order 
file and accessioning them. Approximately 29 days lapse from the 
time the order for nonrush United States trade books leaves Newark 
until the time the books arrive. In order to maintain this time sched- 
ule, it is necessary for the catalog department to give priority to books 
going to the off-campus libraries. This does not mean that a backlog 
has developed for the main library. However, processing for the main 
library is delayed a few days. This system is essentially the same for 
Camden. 
Maintenance of the catalog itself is primarily the responsibility of 
the off-campus unit, although the catalog department usually has 
someone assigned as liaison who occasionally makes trips to the library 
to give personal supervision. This is a problem which the Rutgers li-
braries have in common with divisional and departmental libraries on 
many large university campuses. While divisional libraries are fre-
quently too small to have professional catalogers, perhaps Newark 
and Camden could each have one full-time cataloger on their staffs 
to give supervision to catalog maintenance. 
One attempt to bring the libraries together and make materials 
available on a university-wide basis has not been entirely successful. 
There is a campus mail with daily pick-ups and deliveries between 
Newark and New Brunswick. Camden is too far from New Brunswick 
for this service and relies upon the U.S. Post Office. An intra-library 
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loan system has been established and theoretically could give 24 hour 
service at Newark. In practice, two-thirds of the intra-library loan 
requests take three days or longer. This intra-library loan service is 
open to all persons associated with the university, including under- 
graduates. An interesting sidelight is that Newark lends to New Bruns- 
wick almost as many titles as it borrows. The answer probably lies in 
the catalog. In the New Brunswick catalog there is a main entry card 
for every title owned by Newark. In Newark and Camden the tele- 
phone has to suffice for information on holdings in New Brunswick. 
This inconvenience has apparently prevented the people at Newark 
and Camden from utilizing the University’s collections as a whole 
and from considering them as a part of their own collection. 
The campus mail is the vehicle for another service accorded to fac- 
ulty members in the off-campus units, ie.,  the regular routing of 
journals. Those who wish may have recent issues of journals not in 
Newark sent to them regularly for a brief period. This service permits 
scanning quickly many journals which would not otherwise be avail- 
able to the faculty; for those who utilize it, the service has proved 
of major importance in their work. This practice, of course, is a 
time-consuming operation for both libraries and occasionally puts the 
user of the main library at a disadvantage, since many of the routed 
journals do not otherwise circulate. 
I t  was previously noted that the faculty seek their research ma- 
terials elsewhere, and this is also true of many students. The Newark 
Public Library has the happy (or unhappy) fortune to be located 
closer to many of the school’s dispersed classrooms than does the col- 
lege library. Its excellent collection is also a large drawing card. While 
it has welcomed the students in the past, its building is becoming more 
and more crowded, and there may be an increasing desire to have the 
students rely more heavily upon their college library. 
These circumstances mean that besides providing an improved 
physical plant with a better location, Rutgers will need more books. 
This is a major problem that presents itself to almost all the off-
campus libraries questioned. The only exception may be Louisiana 
State University at New Orleans. This library is the only one which 
felt that its collection was satisfactory. This paucity of books, of 
course, plagues most libraries, but it is especially true of the off-
campus unit. Most are relatively new institutions which have serious 
gaps in their collection as far as older titles are concerned. Many can- 
not even keep up with current publishers’ output. When a faculty 
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member is hired for one of the institutions, he is frequently attracted 
by the name attached to it, and he may be required to possess the 
same qualifications as his counterpart on the main campus. His pro- 
motion, too, may be subject to the same criteria as those of his col- 
league. In large universites, these criteria may be reduced to quality 
and quantity of publication. The small independent school is either 
not so insistent upon publication, or the faculty member expects to 
make his own adjustment. It is a different situation for the off-campus 
unit, especially if it does attract by its name and appoints and pro- 
motes on the same basis as the main campus. The faculty member 
wants the same right to have readily accessible a book collection 
which permits him to do research. If major research collections are 
nearby, he may not be vociferous in his complaints. If they are not, 
what can the library do? Two of the campuses at the University of 
California have found the most nearly perfect solution. Two separate 
major research collections have been established. Although the size 
of these collections will probably never be reached by any of the 
off-campus units included in this survey, some seem to be trying 
to develop true research collections, notably Louisiana State Univer- 
sity at New Orleans, the Southern Illinois University Southwestern 
campus at Alton, and the University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee. 
Rutgers-Newark, the University of Illinois at Chicago, and the Norfolk 
College of William and Mary may yet head in that same direction. 
This solution is the expensive one. 
Failing this, the off-campus unit can attempt in several ways to 
bring the collection of the main library closer to its faculty, if one 
can assume that the mileage is not too great, as at the University of 
Nevada. Many of the libraries surveyed had no special provision for 
intra-library loan, and made no distinction with inter-library loan. An 
efficient intra-library loan system could be of great use, especially if it 
were coupled with an off -campus union catalog. Whichever method 
they use, these libraries could offer a real service to the students and 
faculty if books could be secured from other libraries within one or two 
days. The librarian of the Flint College of the University of Mich- 
igan suggested the use of one of its own library employees at the msin 
library as a research assistant to gather materials needed by a faculty 
member in advance of a trip to the main library. This practice would 
presumably avoid the common difficulties met by faculty, who some- 
times waste half a day locating some of their references. Such a serv- 
ice could be largely bibliographic and for that reason might rightly 
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fall under the responsibility of the library. Lastly, some thought might 
be given to the possibilities of building up a solid bibliographic col- 
lection such as Rutgers is attempting to build, which would at least 
give the faculty a key to what is available in their fields. None of these 
approaches is going to solve the problem, but the patchwork ap- 
proach of sending borrowers to neighboring libraries has not solved 
it either. It is probable that California’s two huge libraries have not 
even completely erased it. 
Many off-campus libraries appear to be in a great state of flux with 
new buildings being planned, increases in book funds expected, and 
major administrative changes contemplated. The recent establishment 
of these libraries and their rapid growth are undoubtedly major fac- 
tors in this change, just as it is in their lack of books. This state of 
flux appears to be carrying them towards more independent develop- 
ment, which may be what can be expected in the future. On the other 
hand, perhaps as the off-campus libraries grow, they will become more 
closely allied with the main library in an effort, desperate or calcu- 
lated, to meet the demands upon their inadequate resources. Other 
libraries without administrative ties have found that cooperative agree- 
ments can ease some of their problems. Might this not also be true 
of parts of the same university? 
References 
1. Tauber, Maurice F.: Cataloging and Classification. New Brunswick, Grad- 
uate School of Library Service, Rutgers University, 1960. 
2. Rutgers University, New Brunswick, N.J. Graduate School of Library Serv- 
ice: Studies in Library Administrative Problems. New Brunswick, N. J., 1960, 
pp. 95-132. 
